Throughout the 1870s, thousands of Chilean workers arrived in the coastal, sparsely populated Bolivian Antofagasta region to work for mostly Chilean, British, and American mining interests extracting saltpeter and other minerals; little Bolivian labour was recruited from the highlands. In 1879, when the Bolivian government sought to raise royalty rates, Chile seized the territory. Today, many Bolivians come to the once again booming, now long Chilean Antofagasta region, seeking opportunity.
Despite progress against discrimination and social exclusion, intense bias still exists in the world, and stereotyping, prejudice and discrimination persist (Fiske, 2012) , affecting 'the lives of people in subtle but significant ways' (Dovidio, 2001, p. 834) . Expressions of prejudice are becoming more subtle but no less damaging. Such prejudice is encountered, for instance, by persons exposed to subtle prejudice, whose self-esteem is severely affected by increasing internal attributions of failure (Crocker & Major, contexts (e.g., Cárdenas, 2010; Hightower, 1997; Olaizola, Díaz, & Ochoa, 2014; Ratazzy & Volpato, 2003; Yoo, Steger, & Lee, 2010; Zick, Wagner, Van Dick, & Petzel, 2001) and is still frequently used in various social science fields.
However, beyond the unquestionable contribution of Meertens (1995, 2001 ; also see Meertens & Pettigrew, 1997) , some weaknesses have been described: (a) the medium-high correlation between the two scales raised doubts regarding the existence of two different types of prejudice (Coenders, Scheepers, Sniderman, & Verbek, 2001; Espelt, Javaloy, & Cornejo, 2006; Hamberger & Hewstone, 1997; Ratazzi & Volpato, 2003; Rueda & Navas, 1996) ; (b) high scores for 'cultural differences' indicate perceived cultural differences of the outgroup but do not necessarily indicate discrimination based on such differences (Coenders et al., 2001) ; (c) the factor structure of the scale does not confirm the authors' original proposal (Coenders et al., 2001; Espelt et al., 2006; Gómez & Huici, 1999; Hamberger & Hewstone, 1997; Rodriguez Díaz, Herrero Olaizola, Ovejero Bernal, & Torres, 2009; Rueda & Navas, 1996; Villano, 1999) ; (d) there are noteworthy problems related to the structuring and wording of some of the items; and (e) the measurement of the 'emotion' component with only two items affects the reliability and local identification of this factor (Byrne, 2013) .
In order to overcome the limitations previously described, and with the aim of measuring the prejudice expression in a Latin American context (i.e., prejudice towards Bolivian immigrants in Chile), we propose an adaptation of the original scale that could be suitable for measuring current forms of prejudice expression: the Rejection, Intimacy, Values, Emotions, and Culture Prejudice Scale (RIVEC; see Appendix). The original scale has been modified in three main ways: (a) items were rewritten to avoid double assertions; (b) according to Brown's (2006) recommendation for a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) strategy, three items were considered to measure adequately the 'denial of positive emotions' component (this factor was originally assessed with only two items); and (c) new items for the 'cultural differences' domain were posed to avoid the biased wording of the original items, which actually assessed perceived cultural differences rather than prejudice (e.g., ' In accordance with Pettigrew and Meertens (1995) , we agree that current prejudice could be assessed through the five components originally proposed: threat and rejection (Rejection), loss of intimacy (Intimacy), traditional values (Values), denial of positive emotions (Emotions), and cultural differences (Culture). However, according to empirical evidence, there are two issues to which we must pay attention. First, because of the high correlation between the blatant and subtle dimensions reported in previous publications, the five dimensions cannot be assigned in advance to a blatant or subtle prejudice category and consequently cannot distinguish between blatant, subtle, and equalitarian participants. The five components could be used to calculate a general measure of prejudice that would refer more to the intensity of prejudice expression than to the type of person who expresses it, as in Pettigrew and Meertens' scale. Thus, the presence or absence of prejudice is indicated, based on the five components. As a whole, the scale provides a generalised measure of intensity of expressed prejudice. Second, the reason that participants respond in a blatant, subtle, or equalitarian manner is modulated by the social context more than by the participants' individual dispositions. The expressions of subtle and blatant attitudes are possibly not as stable as Pettigrew and Meertens (2001) suggested. Rather, such expressions are caused by the target prejudice group and the social context of relationships. Thus, as with any other attitude, the expression of prejudice and its intensity may also vary to some extent within the same person, depending on the context in which the prejudice occurs (Allport, 1954; Bobo & Fox, 2003; Sherif, 1967; Tajfel, 1982) . Similar to the statement regarding stereotypes from Hilton and von Hippel (1996, p. 238) , it can be asserted that prejudice 'emerges in various contexts to serve particular functions necessitated by those contexts' . Prejudice is an attitude in context: 'because prejudice exists at the intersection of group stereotypes and the requirements of social roles, it is fundamentally responsive to social context' (Eagly & Diekman, 2005, p. 31) .
In short, we propose the existence of a general dimension of prejudice common to all items (similar to a general factor in models of personality) and five specific components in which prejudice can be expressed independently with different levels of intensity (similar to specific personality factor models; e.g., Big Five personality factors). Thus, the aims of this article are to propose a shorter, adapted instrument for the Chilean context of the Pettigrew and Meertens Blatant and Subtle Prejudice Scale (1995) that overcomes some of the technical limitations of the original scale, and to assess the intensity of the current expression of prejudice by Chileans towards Bolivian immigrants.
Method

Participants and Procedure
All participants were interviewed after approving and signing the informed consent, which guaranteed anonymity. The data collection was conducted by a team of professional interviewers who visited the respondents in their homes, told them that the study was part of a research project on perceptions of a certain social group living in the region, and provided instructions for completing the form (which included a self-assessment section and a section completed by the interviewer based on the notes that s/he took during the interview). A map of the assigned area showing the route to be followed, and the blocks and houses selected were given to the interviewer. A total of 500 participants were recruited for the study, and their ages ranged from 18 to 65 years old. All participants were living in the Antofagasta region of Chile. A probabilistic sample was selected using a double-stage sampling method: (1) cluster sampling (census districts), and (2) simple random sampling. A 95% confidence interval was used for the estimates, and a 5% sampling error was assumed. The final sample (Table 1) , after listwise deletion due to the omission of answers in the items of the scale, was composed of 471 Chilean participants (94.2%); 49.5% were women (n = 233) with a mean age of 38.3 years (SD = 13.73) and 50.5% were male (n = 238) with an average age of 38.29 years (SD = 16.89). Most of the sample self-identified as holding religious belief (64.5%), not belonging to an ethnic minority (92.1%), and as having a technical or higher educational level (59.4%). Very nearly a majority (i.e., dominant modal portions) self-identified as having a centrist political orientation (48.9%) and with a tendency to support the extension of immigrant rights (47.1%).
Instrument
The applied instrument (see Appendix: RIVEC Prejudice Scale) was theoretically structured in five dimensions in accordance with Pettigrew and Meertens' (1995) original components: 'Threat and rejection' (Rejection: three items), 'Loss of intimacy' (Intimacy: three items), 'Defence of traditional values' (Values: three items), 'Denial of positive emotions' (Emotions: three items), and 'Cultural differences' (Culture: three items). But some changes were implemented: (a) we used as a base the Spanish version of the Pettigrew and Meertens Blatant and Subtle Prejudice Scale validated in Chile by Cárdenas (2010) ; (b) three items were considered to measure each of the 5 components (generating balance in the measure of each of the factors and with the purpose to avoid the possible interference of spurious items, which could introduce lack-of-fit or estimation problems); (c) we rewrote many items to solve problems related to item phrasing (Arancibia, Ruiz, Blanco, & Cárdenas, 2016) ; (d) items in this new scale were originally created in Spanish and accounted for the cultural characteristics of the applicable context; (e) the instrument was applied in the Spanish version as participants of the sample were Chilean (i.e., Spanish speakers).
Thus, the underlying factorial model of this 15-item version proposes the existence of a general prejudice (a single second-order factor) measured by five components (Rejection, Intimacy, Values, Emotion, and Culture) affecting all questionnaire items. First-order cross-loadings were fixed to zero (the indicators measure only one of the first-order components). Hence this instrument considered Pettigrew and Meertens blatant and subtle theory but also the criticism raised by some authors regarding the psychometric problems of the original scale and the existence of two types of prejudice (Coenders et al., 2001; Devine, Monteith, Zuwerink, & Elliot, 1991; Sniderman & Tetlock, 1986; Sniderman, Piazza, Tetlock, & Kendrick, 1991) .
Bolivian immigrants were used as the referenced outgroup. The respondents indicated their level of agreement with each item on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = totally disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, and 5 = totally agree).
Data Analysis
Item analysis was performed first (the response frequency by category, the number of missing values, and descriptive statistics for each individual item). Reliability was assessed with internal consistency using ordinal alpha (α) according to Gadermann, Guhn, and Zumbo's (2012) recommendations for treating ordinal data. Nunnally and Bernstein's (1994) criteria were used as a reference: 0.70 < α < 0.80 indicated acceptable reliability and α > 0.80 indicated good reliability. Univariate normality was checked using the statistical indicators of skewness (-2 < G 1 < 2) and kurtosis (-7 < G 2 < 7) (Russell, 2002) .
To assess the factor structure, CFA techniques were used. Considering that there were few respondents whose data were missing from the sample (n = 29) and with the purpose of using the same cases in the hierarchical regression analyses, as recommended by Brown (2006) , a listwise strategy was used for handling missing values. As a result, we were able to use an effective sample of 471 cases (94.2% of the total sample). The effective sample was randomly divided into two subsamples: subsample 1 (n = 236) and subsample 2 (n = 235). With subsample 1 we estimated two models: model 1, a hierarchical model with two correlated second-order factors (Blatant and Subtle) and five first-order factors (rejection and intimacy corresponding to blatant prejudice; and values, emotions, and culture factors corresponding to subtle prejudice); and model 2: a hierarchical model with one second-order factor (prejudice) and five first-order factors (Rejection, Intimacy, Values, Culture, and Emotions). Model 1 is justified because it accurately represents the theory developed by the original authors, where two forms of expression (blatant and subtle) compose prejudice. Model 2 partially represents Pettigrew and Meertens' theory. It considers the five dimensions (rejection, intimacy, values, culture, and emotions) but returns a general factor of prejudice, avoiding the distinction between blatant and subtle prejudice. Model 2 is justified because previous studies, in different cultural contexts, have not been entirely consistent with the distinction between blatant and subtle prejudice due to the high correlation among the blatant and subtle second-order factor structure (Cárdenas, 2010; Coenders et al., 2001; Gómez & Huici, 1999; Hamberger & Hewstone, 1997; Ratazzi & Volpato, 2001; Ratazzi & Volpato 2003; Rodríguez et al., 2009; Rueda & Navas, 1996; Villano, 1999) . The following goodness of fit (GOF) indices were considered to evaluate the model: absolute fit (χ 2 , χ 2 /df), parsimonious fit (RMSEA and SRMR), and comparative fit (CFI and TLI). We used the GOF cut-off criteria suggested by Marsh, Hau, and Wen (2004) Finally, with the aim of assessing the relation between the construct measured by the RIVEC Prejudice Scale and other variables that have been traditionally related to prejudice in the literature (construct validity), hierarchical regression analyses (backward method) were carried out to identify whether sociodemographic and sociological characteristics of the participants were able to explain the scores on the RIVEC Prejudice Scale. Initially, the following independent variables were included in the model: 'immigrant rights' (ordinal variable: extend = 1; maintain = 2; restrict = 3; and abolish = 4), 'religious beliefs' (dichotomous variable: no = 0; and yes = 1), 'ethnic minority membership' (dichotomous variable: not belonging = 0; and belonging = 1), 'political self-categorisation' (ordinal variable: extreme left-wing = 1; left-wing = 2; centre = 3; right-wing = 4; and extreme right-wing = 5), 'gender' (dichotomous variable: female = 0; and male = 1), 'household educational level' (ordinal variable: incomplete primary education = 1; complete primary education = 2; incomplete secondary education = 3; complete secondary education = 4; technical education or incomplete higher education = 5; bachelor's degree = 6; and postgraduate studies = 7), and 'age' (quantitative variable).
Statistical analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS v.21 statistical software. Confirmatory model estimations and multigroup analyses were performed using Amos v. 20.
Scoring and Classification
Individuals were scored in the first-order dimensions (corresponding to prejudice components) and the secondorder dimensions (corresponding to general prejudice levels) using factor score weights.
Maintaining the correction system proposed by the original authors, a raw score greater than or equal to 50% of the total possible score in a component was interpreted as evidence of the presence of prejudice expressed in that component. An intensity index was developed by summing the number of components in which each individual obtained a high score. Thus, the intensity score ranged from '0c' (0 components ࣙ 50%) to '5c' (5 components ࣙ 50%). Whereas Pettigrew and Meertens (1995) proposed fourfold classification criteria as a guide towards characterologic profiling (bigot, equalitarian, subtle, and error), new unidimensional profiling based on the intensity of prejudice is proposed. Thus, the intensity and presence of the expression of prejudice could be grouped into six categories: (a) 'absence' of prejudice in the five components, 0c; (b) 'low intensity' -presence of prejudice in 1 of five components, 1c; (c) 'low-medium intensity' -presence in two components, 2c, (d) 'medium-high intensity' -presence in three components, 3c; (e) 'high intensity' -presence in four components, 4c; and (f) 'extreme intensity' -presence in all five components, 5c.
Results
Item Analysis, Reliability, and Correlation Between Scales
The distribution of responses to the questionnaire items showed adequate fit with univariate normality. Skewness values ranged from 0.12 to 1.32 (SE = 0.11), and kurtosis values ranged from -1.09 to 1.18 (SE = 0.23).
Regarding the response patterns, the responses were adequately distributed, covering all response options for all items. No ceiling or floor effects were observed. The percentage of omissions was low, ranging from 0% to 0.8%. The reliability coefficient for the total scale (α = .88) and for the Rejection subscale was good (α = .81) and acceptable for Intimacy (α = .73) and Values (α = .75) scales. The Emotions subscale was slightly under the expected limits (α = .69), and the Culture subscale presented the lowest reliability within the subscales (α = .61). Regarding the correlations (Table 2) between components, and between components and the overall prejudice scale, they were all statistically significant (p < .001), being in the middle-high range. The lowest correlation was between the component 'values' and 'emotions' (φ = .38) and the highest among the components 'values' and 'reject' (φ = .64). The correlations between the total scale (prejudice) and components ranged from φ =.72 ('emotions') to φ = .83 ('rejection'). 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Model 1 was composed of two correlated second-order factors: blatant and subtle, with five first-order factors. The first one comprised rejection and intimacy factors and the second one comprised values, culture and emotions factors. The chi-squared (χ²) statistic was significant; χ²/df = 2.31; CFI = .90; RMSEA = .08; and SRMR = .06 values were within the acceptable limits. The TLI (0.88) was slightly under the acceptable limits. The factor loading estimates were high (ranging from .45 to .94) and significant (p < .05). The estimated correlation between both dimensions was extremely high (φ =.99).
In model 2 (second-order factor model with five firstorder factors; see Figure 1 ) we obtained a similar adjustment of the model to the data to that obtained with the In estimating model 2 with a multigroup strategy (sample 1, n = 236; sample 2, n = 235), most of the GOF statistics of the unconstrained model were good. The χ² was significant (likely because of the sample size); the ratio (2.25), SRMR (.058), and RMSEA (.052) revealed a relatively good model fit; CFI (.90) and TLI (.87) suggested an acceptable fit to the data (Table 3 ). All factor loadings were significant (p < .05), attaining high or mediumhigh values. The nested model constraints (measurement weights, structural weights, structural covariances, structural residuals, and measurement residuals) presented an acceptable fit to the data, similar to the unconstrained model. The results of the factorial invariance test related to the hypothesis of equal parameters (Table 3) were consistent with three levels of factorial invariance that are of more interest to be contrasted (Byrne, 2013) : measurement weights, p = .10; structural weights, p = .89; structural covariances, p = .37; structural residuals, p = .76. Although factorial invariance of measurement residuals was not established (p = .38), this would not be a determinant in this case as the numbers of participants of the compared groups were similar and the samples proceed from the same population (Lubke & Dolan, 2003) . In addition, according to Byrne (2013) , the hypothesis that is of most interest to contrast are measurement weights, structural weights, and structural covariances. The CFI and TLI changes (ࣘ0.01) were consistent with the results related to the hypothesised contrast of different invariance levels (Table 3) .
The results related to the multigroup analyses across gender groups (female: n = 233; male: n = 238) were similar to those obtained in the previous multigroup analyses. Most of the GOF statistics of the unconstrained model were good. The χ² was significant (likely due to the sample size), and the ratio (2.53), SRMR (0.063), and RM-SEA (0.057) revealed a relatively good model fit; however, CFI (.88) and TLI (.85) were below the expected limits (Table 3 ). All factor loadings were significant (p < .05), attaining high or medium-high values. The nested models (measurement weights, structural weights, structural covariances, structural residuals, and measurement residuals) presented an acceptable fit to the data, similar to the unconstrained model. The results of the factorial invariance test related to the hypothesis of equal parameters were consistent with three of the four levels of factorial invariance (measurement weights, p = .30; structural weights, p = .76; structural covariances, p = .90; and structural residuals, p = .55). The hypothesis related to the equivalence of parameters for the measurement residuals was not confirmed (p = .04). The CFI and TLI changes (ࣘ0.01) were consistent with the results related to the hypothesised contrast of different invariance levels (Table 3) . Considering Meredith's (1993) categorisation for the testing invariance of prejudice measurement and structure, the results across samples 1 and 2 (cross-validation) were 'strict' and the consistency across genders was 'strong' . According to the suggested typology based on the five component scores, the participants' level of prejudice expression towards the target group (Bolivians) could be classified as follows: absent (0 components), 17.6%; low (1 component), 22.1%; low-medium (2 components), 15.1%; medium-high (3 components), 15.7%; high (4 components), 15.1%; and extreme (5 components), 14.4%. Table 4 presents the hierarchical regression analyses (backward method). The final model (Step 4) considers four of the seven initial variables: age, political self-categorisation, household educational level, and immigrants' rights; F(4,456) = 59.90, p < .001). The model fit was not affected by the progressive elimination of the variables in the equation (R 2 adjusted = 0.34). Considering the standardised coefficients, it is noted that the immigrants' rights variable is the one that has the highest weight in explaining the prejudice score (dependent variable), followed by political self-categorisation, household educational level, and age 
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Discussion
This adapted version based on the five components of prejudice expression proposed by Pettigrew and Meertens (1995) confirms that the five-component structure (rejection, intimacy, values, emotions, and culture) enables the assessment of current prejudice -both its presence and absence -across its five dimensions, and the general intensity of expression. However, the new version of the scale does not differentiate blatantly prejudiced individuals from those with more subtle expressions of prejudice. The profile that the new scale provides is linked to the intensity of expressions of prejudice but not to the participants' characteristics. Estimates from model 1 (the model with two correlated first-order factors) suggest that it is not possible to make a real distinction between blatant and subtle prejudice, as the observed correlation between both entities is extremely high (φ = 0.99). No evidence of discriminant validity has been found. Our data indicate that a single dimension underlies the prejudice construct. Model 2, which separately considers the five domain components and an underlying general prejudice dimension, obtained an acceptable fit. The first-order factor loadings were similar to those obtained in the two-factor model, suggesting that item measurement capabilities were retained in this model. The second-order factor loadings were high for all components, indicating that a common prejudice dimension underlies the expression of all five components, with rejection, intimacy and culture the components most closely tied to overall prejudice. The results of the multigroup analyses confirmed the validity of the proposed prejudice structure and its equivalence between gender groups.
This adapted version based on the five components of prejudice expression proposed by Pettigrew and Meertens (1995) , which is more streamlined and overcomes difficulties encountered in the original instrument, suggests that the five prejudice expression components proposed by the original authors (rejection, intimacy, values, culture, and emotions) do measure common prejudice as a general factor. These five components can be distinguished from one another by their degree of presence or absence, but they may not be regarded as representing two types of prejudice, at least as the original authors proposed (blatant: rejection and intimacy; subtle: values, culture, and emotions).
These components are expressed with varying levels of intensity depending on the subject and the context (the target group is considered part of the context). Since the study of Brewer and Miller (1984) , we know that ingroup bias and negative emotions towards the outgroup arise when group membership is salient. The specific emotions of any group member towards the outgroup rest on their appraisal of the intergroup context (Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000, p. 613) . No behaviour is isolated from the social context. The importance of context was first noted by Lewin and subsequently by nearly all developments in social psychology: 'Every psychological event depends upon the state of person and at the same time on the environment, although their relative importance is different in different cases' (Lewin, 1936, p. 12) .
As the results have shown, expression of prejudice is not separable from the intergroup context in which it manifests, but neither is the person who manifests the prejudice. The Pettigrew and Meertens scale (2001) primarily considers the individual and appears to overlook the context. Their typology assumes that people belong to one of the three stereotyping categories-'Bigots' , 'Subtles' , and 'Equalitarians' -and that individuals behave and express prejudice invariably according to their typology. Pettigrew and Meertens equate the blatant and subtle expression of prejudice to a subject's prejudice typology ('Bigots' , 'Subtles' , 'Equalitarians' , and 'Errors'), producing an inexplicable logical leap. According to Pettigrew and Meertens (2001) This assumption indicates that the influence of social context on the expression of prejudice is not as decisive as the individual factors. A person expresses prejudice in a variable manner highly influenced by the social context, observable according to the five components (rejection, intimacy, values, emotions, and culture) . These expressions are indicated by continued absence or presence rather than categorised as blatant or subtle. According to Eagly and Diekman (2005, p. 31) , 'it is insufficient to view prejudice solely as a rigid, generalized attitude toward a group' . Duckitt's (2001) conclusions based on empirical research are applicable to our results: these findings support the idea that individual worldviews are influenced by social environments:
. . . however, it is also plausible that individuals' direct experience of their social realities will powerfully influence their social worldviews. This suggests that particular social environments will be highly conductive to prejudice and others to tolerance and that these effects will occur primarily through social environments' impact on individuals ' worldviews. (p. 91) This idea suggests that the context is able to prevail over individual attitudinal disposition with regard to prejudice expression (LaPiere, 1934) .
Related to the predicted capability of the sociodemographic and cultural variables, four of the seven variables included in the initial model (age, immigrants' rights, political self-categorisation, and household educational level) explain the overall measure of bias obtained through the RIVEC Prejudice Scale.
While the results published to date do not seem to be entirely consistent, there is a partial consensus of two variables that would be significant in predicting attitudes related to intergroup bias: social dominance (Asbrock, Sibley, & Duckitt, 2010; Heaven & Quintin, 2003; Sidanius, Pratto, & Mitchell, 1994; Sidanius, Pratto, Van Laar, & Levin, 2004) and right-wing political orientation (Altemeyer, 1981; Duckitt, & Sibley, 2007) . Although 'immigrants' rights' is not a direct measure of social dominance, it represents itself indirectly. In accordance with Sidanius et al. (1994) , the theory of social dominance 'maintains that all complex social systems have a tendency to form group-based hierarchies or caste systems ' (p. 152) . Thus, when participants were asked whether they preferred that the rights of Bolivian immigrants in Chile be increased, maintained, reduced or limited, those who stood towards the pole of decreasing or revoking rights had higher levels of prejudice than those at the opposite pole.
Political self-categorisation was the second variable with most weight in explaining the extent of general bias. Participants with right-wing orientation registered the highest overall prejudice. These results are consistent with those obtained by Altemeyer (1981 Altemeyer ( , 1998 see Duckitt, 1992 , for a systematic review), who observed high expression of intergroup bias among those with a right-leaning or strong authoritarian component and a firm belief in submission to established authority and adherence to rules (Altemeyer, 1981) . The variable 'household educational level' stood at the third place in the four variables significantly explaining intergroup prejudice. The results showed that participants with higher levels of education manifest lower expression of prejudice. According to Jackman and Muha (1984) , these results should be interpreted with caution because people with higher education levels have a better control of expression per se, expressing intergroup biases in a highly sophisticated manner, making it more difficult to detect the expression of intergroup bias. But this greater cognitive control of prejudice expression by people with higher levels of education was subsequently questioned by Wagner and Zick (1995) . These results could be explained from the perspective of fear and threat. The reference group, Bolivian immigrants, is characterised by low education levels and access to low-skilled jobs. This may explain why people with a high educational level did not perceive Bolivians as a threatening group. Less educated Chileans, however, may be more inclined to perceive Bolivian immigrants as undesirable and dangerous competition, given the precariousness in which they find themselves.
The fourth and final variable presented that was significant in explaining intergroup bias was 'age' . According to the results, older people manifest higher expression of prejudice. These results are broadly consistent with current theoretical evidence (Radvansky, Copeland, & von Hippel, 2010; Firebaugh & Davis, 1988; Wilson, 1996) . Although the relationship between age and expression of prejudice has been widely described, the reason for this relationship in not entirely clear. The results of this study are compatible with the possibility that adult people 'have more difficulty than younger adults in putting the brakes on their automatic prejudicial responses' (Stewart, von Hippel, & Radvansky, 2009, p. 167) ; or, perhaps following the explanations of Schuman, Steeh, Bobo, and Krysan (1997) , these people have been socialised in times of greater prejudice. The latter explanation is particularly pertinent since Chile seized the Antofagasta region from Bolivia in 1879, denying Bolivia a seaport; arguably, younger Chileans are more sympathetic to Bolivian antipathy. In addition, the older Chilean generation witnessed, during the military dictatorship (1973) (1974) (1975) (1976) (1977) (1978) (1979) (1980) (1981) (1982) (1983) (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) , a major derogation of the rights of immigrants (with the lowest rate of immigration in Chilean history), which could inform greater expression of prejudice towards Bolivian immigrants.
Moreover, the resulting model did not incorporate the variables 'gender' , 'ethnic minority membership' , and 'religious belief ' , which may indicate that these variables do not provide additional meaningful information to the explanation of the prejudice construct, in this context.
Many Chileans native to the Antofagasta region have a close historical and consanguineous relationship with the Bolivian people. It could be hypothesised that the sharing of ethnicity might affect the expression of prejudice in some way, but the results do not realise any effect.
Most of the research related to gender and prejudice conducted with explicit measures has found greater racial prejudice expressed by men. However, these results have been reflected primarily in relation to the scale of social dominance (Backstrom & Björklund, 2007) . These results have not been consistent with those found with implicit measures. Ekehammar, Akrami, and Araya (2003) consistently found that by measuring prejudice with implicit measures, women expressed prejudice more strongly. In this study, no differences regarding the structure or the level of prejudice were observed regarding this variable.
Regarding the relationship between religious belief and prejudice, it is at the same time obvious and contradictory; contradictory, in that when many religions promote love and respect among each other, they also inspire tensions (e.g., the conflict between Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ireland, the attack on the Twin Towers in the United States in 2001 and the subsequent U.S. invasion of Iraq, violence between Palestinians and Jews in the Middle East). Thus, 'religiously based prejudice and conflict are disturbingly evident in the world, as evidenced in almost daily news reports' (Hunsberger & Jackson 2005, p. 807) . Studies show that the strongest relationship between prejudice and religion is established when the reference groups are women or gay men, people with leftist or extreme leftist ideas, and with people of other religions with a strong element of religious fundamentalism (Hunsberger & Jackson, 2005) . The non-significant relationship between religion and prejudice in this study could be explained by the reference group (i.e., Bolivians).
The results of this study are limited in scope for the following reasons. To account for the intensity level of expression of prejudice, we added the number of components in which each individual obtained a high score (ࣙ8). Although it would have been advisable, prior to the addition of the components, to have weighted the strength of each of them according to the factor weights in the CFA, we decided to use the first strategy, with the aim of providing a simple way for computing the results. Another aspect is related to social desirability. Though strategies were considered in the research design to control social desirability on participants' answers, no statistical strategy was applied.
Recommendations for Future Research
There is no doubt that future research related to the RIVEC Prejudice Scale should focus on finding more validity evidence. This new scale should be tested with more representative transcultural samples and with different reference groups. Additionally, it would be interesting to evaluate the intensity with which the components of prejudice are expressed in different social contexts and with different prejudice reference groups. Convergent validity of the instrument should be confirmed by correlating with variables that are also related with prejudice expression and were not considered in our study, such as affective and cognitive components. Also, it is recommended to correlate the instrument punctuation with an indirect measure of prejudice, such as priming or a measure obtained with the Implicit Assocation Test (IAT). We also recommend a longitudinal evaluation in order to evaluate the stability of the scores along the time.
